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**r. Bon ^radloo, Editor 
Tho Washington rost 
1150 15 st., aw 
Washington, B.G. 20005 

Boar Hr. Jrndloe, 

Your today's review of tho Blair JFK hock is another illustration of what I have 
bsen tr^a to alert you to for years: tho impossibility of any editor or any paper being 
ex^rt on ovary subject nnd tho resultant damage to tho country fro* it. ' P 

, ;r ,. lr .** 3 4* ra cla * ra *«• "discov :rod H that JFK Han an Addisonian, an Hudson 

/-*® : ’, thl y br * Jokn Echols, n jwthologist, did. His published oourcea 

ori^ i 0Urn ? ft T th ® A ? er f Cen ftedlcal Association are those Hodgson sayn nra the Blairs’ 
covSS.») * ^ fa0t ’ by d ° mpd * 5 W ° U as ^staking research, the Blairs dis- 

I ara familiar with what to tho Bldrs is dogged, painstaking and original wo”k In 
on earner commercialism, Tho Strang* « aee of James 3orl R*v, they use The S,?* 

,hsIr 0Bn ">*• «»♦ i iTotZL'. 

P, a cook that reopened tho antes entire ease of tho King assassination and liJco ull 
mine was unworthy_of the Post’s reviewing. If you doubt thin I’ll dig out the unedited 
version for you. I recall ono Karl Keyor story frou hendon in particular. Bantam •fdS- 
? U29 ’ M3 " m ^Mry," later carried to an extreme, tho same 

-tr t°r, Wh r® J 0d6 ^ tt lo11 * l CiUl,t eurc **tar eight years but 1 think you'll 
find the root 'a exact words presented by Blair as his own in hie last chapter. 

X8 Is this "The Search for JFK" or is it part of tho virtual cammign against 
tne popiaar recollection of him arid Tfhat in tis^ ha started trying to do for tho countrv? 
o s really uncritical attention and your recent extensive attention to tho wild and 
irrational theory that is really without factual basis - the Oantro^ckbLk L o^y of 
tho J*K assassination - part of an (unintended by you. I’m rare) assault on iTOrvthing 
‘ Cam ® t0 stnnd fnr? U take time if you. want to argue your AML.iSH diversion.) 

, ^egiiuiing with tho overt plagiarism and the disclaimer of "vojrouriaa" all this 

tSn d o 3 f1 h ! haC ,f “* 5di , k0r y0U MU0t find 3 etar tling revelation, "that ’ shrewd aanipula- 
M n'f V™ a man prBsitat of tho ’toitad States. We think tint natter*.*" 

lUrdi^n^^Xh 111 ^ i° ,aieCy Uhsre hav * b9on rl ° “«rk Hannan irjbu r history, no 
55a' 1 , artifejc BBd “' creator and orchestrator of the most powerful apth 
m y S\Tlf heAra ° f * ixon ’ 3vsn A’isonhower. And after JFK was a 
Sf a Jjth. ° W * i3 r0cord ao ?ra ^ dont > especially for tho last yeSf is 

Tb ® pseudo-scholarly pap is worth 61 1/2 wido-coluufi inches in your editorial 
judgement? Ana right before an election, on the eve of tho JFK party’s convention? 

Tn +M *?+ 0c "‘ partt this with a01uo 01 ° the Boat* 3 more recant editorial judgements, 
mean in + 3 "g* ® y . pui ' poao to fifiht with you. I am addressing what your judgements 

ean in terms ol what people, especially in government, can know and believe. 

Vo hnvo our first unoloatad President who wants to be elected. You and ev-^vono 
else present him as w r. Good-Guy, a clean football type. When I published tho proof that 

TOP SfiffitaS mOBM - and thep perjured himself about this in his confirmation herrings - 
that was not (Mws.Oto*. a «vsi,i ( «t have to die before the kind of t »rson he is is news?) 




In fact he put a political crony on the public teat to ghost that book, nl 30 not ims 
news, ymd^know better than he wrote. i 'ot news. Completely corrupt©! the transcript he 
stole wtSefi not indicating _£ny editing. How could thiu be news about a Preaidant? 


'Shore is more a -out Ford unfit for the Post's readers. A year ago April I gave 
Bill Claibomo a xerox of an executive session of the Warren Commission I had spent 
about seven years trying to got. I referred to it at a press conference. Afterword dill 
came up, having read the Vi pages, and pointed out where I had understated the real 
meanings. H a then sent tliat to the Post and some of your staff discu seed it with me. 

*his has ourrent topicality with your non-reporting of the Schweiker report, which 
in context is a ord campaign documents, ^t exculpates the darren Coimaission by blaming 
the FBI and ClA for all that Commission's failings. It actually says shay because of 
this the Commission a) did not know what it had to and b) was "unable" to function, To 
my surprise and h4h? disappointment in him, Shhweiker added on Face the Nation tliat we 
now liad to look into the involvement of the L3J 'Alto House. (Not news to the orint press.) 


Head that transcript. If you can't retrieve the copy I gave Claiborne you have it 
in Post iJortom (pp. 475-67). 

Ford was there, participating, although listening was enough. Not entirely un- 
sophisticated, either, as in finding it "a strange circumsteince" tliat Oswald was writing 
the Communists ana the Trotskeyites at the same time (p.48l). 

You told you readers that the CoraissionMUl not know what the Schweiker report 
says about the possibility of conspiracy and that this was because the FBI and CIA with- 
held from it. But your own files, from mo, show that they ^ - raid knev? of this with- 
holding and what to loolc/for and that they had to (p.485): 


"...they have not run out all kinds of leads in Mexico or in Russia or sekorth... 
They haven t run out all the leads ...But they are concluding that there can't be a con- 
spiracy without these being run out... But we have to try to find out..." 


After Ford asked who in the FBI would know (p.466) Rankin explained that "when 
th.i Chief Justice aa^I were just *-&ee«fc»g briefly (!) reflecting on this we said that 
if vilut $/ns true *.md it oven came cut und coula be established, tli n you ./ould have people 
think that there was a conspiracy to accomplish this assassination that nothing the Com- 
mission aid or anybody could xiaxjii disoipate. " 


Bogies agreed, emphatically, after which Dulles exlairoed, "Oh, ter ible," leading 
Boggs to add, "Its implications of this are fantastic" and Dulles then to xauxx evaluate. 
"Terrific." 


In the end they all -Ford included - agreed with Dulles' worry about their know- 
ledge by January 22i,t9t>4 - when the investigation was barely begun - "I think this rocord 
ou^t to be dojTfcroyode H 


They overlooked the stenotypiatSa tape and did not anticipate a devil loving 
scripture. 


The Post knew this and more when it failed to make editorial comment on "Final 
He port, Book V:Ths Investigation of the Assassination of President Kennedy" compared 

with its opening (p.l) disclaimed: 

'The Committee did not attempt to duplicate the work of the Warren Commission. . . 
did not review the findings and conclusions... did not re-examine the physical evidence... 
did not review one of the principal questions facing the Commissions whether Leo Harvey 
Oswald was in fact the assassin..." 

Wihfout this what is or can bo relevant in that "report?" 

Cui bono? Only Ford, whose "very strong" supporter Bchweikor is. (I did not sec 
in the Post what I hoard on radio news, that after this "investigation " kiaa started 




iwviuttu'^ui i AnTiiitftUiuvuvjwtU.uv .u 


the White House let it be known Ford wa3 considering Johwelkar as a vioe-prenidential 
rtuming mate. 

Well, as the Blairs soy, "shrewd manipulation of the media con mice a ran 

president. " 

It ia not impossible for the media not to permit itself to ao manipulated. 

it also ia not impossible for the media not to manipulate itsolf , as it does 
regularly by deciding what to report end what not to. 

So you plug a doctrinaire plagiarism defaming JFK and suppress the truth about 
the ana who ir, responsible for not investigating how JFK wan killed, or why? 

(Xou'Il liiiVe another chnnao noon: Ford as McCarthy. ) 

JFK, you tel^ your readors, was not "robust," not a "dedicated and brilliant 
scholar" Especially whoa compared with the guu-oiwwor who rspiaco katoup on the cot- 
tage cheese with A-1 Sauce?), waa "a ’manufactured war hero'" ("though he did save 
one lifo") and ills (not, say Iltu 1 a or anyone olse'o) "womanising" ia "unattractive." 

There is no, lot us say Ford "legend" but with a JFK as President there is this 
Kennedy "legend" from hi3 ja&-Pr©aidantial years. This ±3 ii^do to appear reasonable by 
the promise of another book if only the remaining Kannodyi will stop all that sup- 
pression. There is, .naturally, no way a good reporter can get around this. 

But who expect more of thorn? Didn’t Bobby got JFK killed from what I've read in 
the Pont? And in this, from what I've also boon led to believe by the Post, isn't the 
reali assassin* o identification immaterial? 

The Post and its editing remind mo of what a younger Solzhenitsyn wrote, "As 
little truth as there is in the world, the supply is greater than the demand.” 

In the years of our Ford, 


n aroJA Weisborg 


